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EGG  PRODUCTION  EFFICIENCY 
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%  OF  AV.  FOR  ALL  FLOCKS* 

150 


100 

50 


Under     100-199     200  &  over 
100  ^  fTTTl/ 


FLOCK 
SIZE 


EGGS  LAID 
PER 
BIRD 


LAYERS  TENDED  EGGS 
PER  100  MAN-        PROD.  PER 
HOURS        100  MAN-HOURS 


ADAPTED  FROM  'LABOR  AHD  POWER  USED  FOR  FARM  EHTERPRISES:  IHDIAHA,  7950',  USDA,  BAE. 
*  IH  STATEWIDE  SAMPLE. 


U.  S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 


NEG.  49076-XX      BUREAU  OF  AGRICULTURAL  ECONOMICS 


Small  laying  flocks  do  not  Drovide  as  efficient 
use  of  labor  as  do  larger  flocks.  Further,  because 
small  side-line  enterprises  do  not  yield  enough  in- 
come to  merit  the  specialized  attention  to  feeding, 
disease  control,  and  management  which  is  justified 
by  larger  flocks,  they  often  are  inefficient  in  other 


factors  as  well.  For  these  reasons,  many  midwestem 
poultry  advisors  are  recommending  that  farmers  have 
either  only  a  small  flock  of  layers  to  provide  their 
families'  needs  for  eggs  and  chicken,  or  else  to  have 
a  flock  of  at  least  400  to  500  layers  which  can  be 
profitably  managed  on  a  commercial  basis. 
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Taxm  prodnotloB   

Atwraa*  DoibMr  of 
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eaplts  dlMvpMraaoa 
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taoB 
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Btooksi 
CteU  


■nol*!  tetokHrto*  ... 

Hens  and  pullsts  of 
l&ying  age  on  farms  . . 

Ttaem  jorlo*  of  pooltcj 
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Price  received  by  fan- 
ers  for  chickens,  lire 

Broilers   

Fam  ohlokens   

All  chickens   


Price  received  ty  farm- 
ers for  all  chickens  as 
a  percentage  of  partty. 
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tax.  lb. 
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Feb. 


Jan. 
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NU.  lb. 
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U>.  feed 

Lb.  feed 
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Feb. 
Feb. 
Fob. 


Feb. 
Feb. 

Feb. 

Feb. 
Feb. 

Feb. 
Feb. 

Feb. 


11.2 

32.2 
10. U 
8.0 

35.3 
9U 


Ul»6.3  U53.U 

33l'.l»  375.9 

11*. 0  IU.5 

37.0  37.1 

17.9  19.1 


1.1 


o.u 


Feb.  U9.I1 

Feb.  11. h 

Feb.  1  304 

Feb.  1  73.9 


79 
53.0 
8.1 


103 
10.6 


63.6 


3.22 


238  120 

53.1  35.0 

121.9  127.3 

380.3  370.5 

".25  3.96 


Fob. 

Fob. 

Fob. 
Fob. 
Fob. 

Mar. 

Mar. 
Mar. 
Mar. 


U07.I     ''72.3  I»M».0 
391.0     375.3  36U.2 
12.5       15.1  1U.6 


31.5 
30.1 

11.3 


35.6  3'*.o 
38.1  38.'' 


1.9 


1.2 


35. U       3U.0  U*.7 


98 
U9.6 
U.O 


77 
51.5 


109 

y 


8.0  11.3 


Mar.  1       722  91*2  21>8 

Mar.  1      79.1  60.6  U2,l 

Feb.        125.8  190.  I>  172.9 

Mar.  1        —  369.7  357.9 

Mar.          3.29  H.2J*  3.97 


FOIUBT 


27. U 
2U.8 
26.1 


106 
l»6.3 

32.1. 

162.1 
88.1 

8.3 

10,2 


29.3 
2l».8 
27.7 


90 
5U.I 


27.9 
2I1.O 
26.6 


36.1  33.3 

183.6  1X6.2 
116. U  ll>2.9 


6.5 
8.5 


6.7 
8.U 


U,2  12.h 


Mar. 
Mar. 
Mar. 


Mar. 
Mar. 

Mar. 

Mar. 
Mar. 

Mar. 

Mar. 

Mar. 


29.2 
25.8 
27.5 


28.0  28.2 
2U.8  2U.3 

27.1  27.5 


110  81  89 
1*6.8       53.1  1/ 

32.1      3'*.5  33.6 


il»l.5  163.9  100.0 
80.8     106.5  U7.0 


8.6 
9.9 


6.U 
8.1 


6.9 
8.5 


luu  14.0 


)  28-day  month  a  factor 
)  In  the  Jeuiuary- 
)  February  comparisons 
)  of  production  and 
)  disappearance 


Detei7ed  by  hl^  prices 
for  breaking  stock 


)ln  th»  past,  comparable  In- 
)creasa8  over  previous  year 
)havo  Induced  Increases  In 
)chlckens  raised 


)  More  recent,  but  unofficial, 
)  reports  suggest  current 
)  activity  exceeds  1952 


)  Price  effects  of  larger 
;)  beef  supplies  offset  by 
)  lase  pork? 


)  On  basis  of  35-clty  re- 
ports, fhroh  ovtnovensnt 
)  about  equaled  February 


t)  At  end  of  March,  weekly 
placenents  vere  exceeding 

1)  corrosnonding  19^2  


1/  Latest  available  data  are  for  December  1952,  and  vere  reported  in  the  Jan. -Fob,  I953  Poultry  and  ggg  Situation 
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THE    POULTRY    AND    EGG  SITUATION 


Approved  by  the  Outlook  and  Situation  Board  April  6,  1953 

Egg  production,  near  its  season  peak,  is  running  belov;  e  year 
earlier,  roughly  in  proportion  to  the  3  percent  reduction  in  the  number 
of  layers  on  fanris  1  arch  1.     The  reduced  supplies,  continued  good  demand 
for  eggs  for  imnediate  consunption,  and  a  small  earl^^-season  acciuaulation 
of  frozen  egg,  have  held  prices  roughly  10  cents  per  dozen  above  a  year 
earlier.    After  mid-year,  both  egg  production  and  egg  prices  are  likely 
to  be  much  nearer  to  year-ago  levels. 

Tfith  the  rise  in  egg  prices  and  the  reduction  in  the  price  of 
poultry  ration,  egg-feed  price  ratios  in  January,  p'ebruary,  and  ;;arch  v^ere 
19,  31,  and  41  percent  higher  than  in  the  sar.e  months  of  1952.    In  past 
hatching  seasons,  such  increases  in  the  eg^-feed  price  ratio  have  been 
followed  by  some  increase  in  the  number  of  chickens  raised  for  lajdng 
flock  replacement, 

Turkey  hatchings  through  I'arch  were  reduced  from  a  yeer  earlier* 
However,  the  sharp  cuts  in  early- season  operations  do  not  necessarily 
indicate  similar  cuts  for  the  year  as  a  v/hole.    A  Turkey  Industry  Con- 
ference held  in  ^"ashington  on  inarch  5  and  6  reccrinended  a  12  to  16 
percent  cut  from  1S52  in  the  production  of  heaver  turlreys* 


REVIE":  km  OUTLOOK 


Egg  prices  to  i lid-Surrmer  to 
Continue  Higher  than  in  T9'52 

Egg  prices  through  I  arch  this  year  continued  sharply  higher  than 
during  the  same  period  in  19£2,  vdth  the  prospect  that  they  will  continue 
so  through  the  first  half  of  this  year.    In  the  summer  and  fall,  hov/ever, 
the  seasonal  price  rise  is  likely  to  be  less  pronounced  than  in  1952, 
and  prices  probably  v/ill  be  much  closer  to  a  year  earlier  than  they  have 
been  so  far, 

Hain  reasons  for  the  relatively  high  current  level  of  egg  prices 
are  (a)  the  reduction  in  egg  production  from  last  y^.ar,  (b)  the  small 
amount  stored  so  f&r  relative  to  the  "requirerents"  for  frozen  and  stored 
shell  eggs,  and  (c)  the  continued  high  level  of  demand. 
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Tatle    1 . 


Eggs:    Monthly  coiimercial  supply-  from  farm  production, 
and  average  prlceo,  January  1951  to  date  1/ 


:  Net  ccmmor- 
Egg      ;  cial  cold 
pro-    : storage  move- 
duction:ments,  shell 
on      :  and  frozen 
farms  :  equivalent 


:  iQovernEent 
:    Eggs  :  purchases 
:    for    :  for  sur- 
rhatching:  plus 
;  :  removal  2/ 


Out 


In 


Effective 

.  TJ.S. 

supply  in 

,  average 

concmercial 

farm 

channels 

price. 

(including  U.S. , 

per 

Ai'med  Forces ) ' 

dozen 

u.  s. 

average 
retail 
price, 
(BAE) 
per 
dozen 


: • 1  nno 

■    JL  fW'JyJ 

1  000 

1  n;")0 

X  ,  W'  ^  V 

1  000 

1  000 

1  ''>00 

r»  Q  o  Q 

\^  CIO  w  0 

1951 

Jan.  • 

:  1^^,083 

381 

672 

13,792 

U2.6 

Gl.k 

Feb.  . 

!  1^,369 

108 

1,127 

13,13i^ 

kl,h 

57.- 

Mar, 

:  17,100 

892 

1,322 

'  U,c66 

i*3.7 

63.7 

Apr. 

:  16,778 

1,810 

1,129 

•  13,639 

U3.2 

62.1 

May 

'  16,336 

2,371 

595 

13,370 

1+5 . 2 

6U.5 

June 

1U,056 

1,007 

i+37 

12,612 

UI1..7 

65.5 

July 

12,619 

105 

371 

12,353 

U6.6 

67.3 

Aug. 

ll,lv22 

933 

320 

12,0J;0 

U'i.  6 

71.9 

Sept.  . 

10,953 

1,211^ 

31^6 

11,021 

55.0 

75.9 

Oct.  : 

11,776 

1,232 

3»ta 

12,662 

55.6 

73.8 

Nov .  ! 

12,069 

1,015 

363 

12,721 

56.5 

78.0 

Dec.  •  ; 

13,3li+ 

7tO 

506 

13,566 

51.1 

69.6 

Jan.  ; 

15,019 

.  210 

793 

lit, '136 

iiO."-'' 

58.8 

Feb.  ; 

15,875 

8S6 

1,219 

13,770 

3^.7 

53.0 

Mar.  ; 

17,392 

1,1H8 

1,203 

15,526 

3^.0 

51.5 

Apr.  : 

17,200 

1,236 

900 

15,062 

35.2 

53.0 

Mey  : 

16,619 

1,797 

ne6 

1U,336 

31^.2 

52.2 

June  : 

13,973 

791 

35^ 

12,833 

35.7 

51+.O 

July  ; 

12,397 

659 

327 

12,729 

1+3.3 

66.3 

Aug.  : 

11,51*2 

996 

333 

12,205 

i+8.2 

68.3 

Sept.  J 

ll,Ull 

93'* 

360 

125 

11,660 

i'rO.7 

69.5 

Oct.  : 

12,228 

1,)^7!* 

366 

83 

13,253 

50.3 

7i'-.2 

Kov.  : 

12,523 

1,152 

395 

17 

13,263 

51.9 

72.3 

Dec.  : 

•.1U,061+ 

610 

.530 

1 

li*,3i*3 

1^6.6 

6U.2 

»53  : 
Jan.  -  ' : 

15,1H+ 

,  U29 

720 ' 

1^,623 

U5.8 

Feb.  ; 

1U,800 

293  yi,170 

13,337 

Mar.  : 

'  44.7 

1/  Corresponding  data  for  prior  months  are  given  in  The  Pon.ltr^/  and  E^/g  Situation^ 
•June  1951,  table  5,  page  1?  and  Mar.-Apr.  1952,  table  1,  page  5. 

2/  Surplus  removal  p'jirchases  for  lS~-52  entered  according  to  month  of  f^ched'iled 
delivery.  .  . 

jj  Estimated  on  basis  of  eggs  in  incubators  March  1. 
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Egg  production  Belov;  Last  Ye_ar 

Egz  F^^>^'-'^'^^^°^  °^  feriJis  for  the  next  fev/  -.ontas  i.dll  continue  belov/ 
last  year,  in  line  v.lth  the  3  percent  reduction  from  last  year  in  the 
number  of  layers  on  hand  Tarch  lo    Almost  until  mid- year,  clianges  from 
last  year  in  the  rate  of  lay  per  bird  are  unlil'ely  to  bo  large  enough  to 
substar.tially  affect  the  total  egg  output,  and  supplies  vdll  bo  belov/  the 
1952  leval. 

Although  egg  supplies  are  sraller  then  in  1952,  they  are  near  the 
high  point  of  this  year^  and  prices  of  fresh  eggs  for  the  4  or  5  nonths 
after  June  are  virtually  certain  to  be  higher  than  in  the  months  procedingo 
These  expectations  are  based  on  normal  seasonal  developj.ient s  that  have 
occurred  in  every  past  yearj 


Table  2,-  Layers  on  farms  I/arch  1 
layers  on  fanrs  January  1; 

as  a  percentage  of  potential 
by  regions,  1949-53 

Region 

larch  1  laye 
January  1 

rs  as  a  percentage  of 
potential  layers 

1949 

]  1950 

1951 

•      1952  ' 
i  I 

1953 

percent 

Percent 

percent 

Percent 

"Perc'enE' " 

N«  Atlantic 
E.  Nf  Central 
Nc  Central 
Se  Atlantic 
Se  Central 
T.'e  stern 

United  States 

: 

i 

• 
• 

88 
90 
92 
84 
84 
91 
89 

86 
90 
90 
65 
84 
87 
67 

88 
91 
91 
^4 
87 
87 
89 

87 
89 
92 
84 
86 
86 
88 

88 
89 
92 
84 
84 
87 
88 

Shell  Eggs  in  Storage 
Fev;er  than  Last  Year 

Storag"e  stocks  of  shell  eggs  this  year  are  likely  to  be  considerably 
below  the  July  1,  1952,  holdings  of  3,4  million  cases-.     This  prospect  is 
based  mainly  on  the  contr'nuing  trend  tov.-ard  a  seasonal  leveling-out  of  egg 
production  on  farras^  and  on  the  current  level  of  egg  prices,  v/hich  in  March, 
at  44,7  cents  fUs  Ss  average  fam  pric*?)  was  more  tharx  10  cents  per  dozen 
higher  than  s  year  earlier-    V/ith  production  of  freah  eggs  in  the  fall  likely 
to  be  closer  to  the  level  of  a  year  ago  thaui  this  springs  the  seasonal  price 
rise  is  expected  to  be  smaller  this  year  than  lasto    Consequently^  the  oppor- 
tunities for  profit  from  shell  egg  storage  v/ill  be  narrov.-ed. 

Although  a  smaller  seasonal  egg  price  rise  than  last  year  is  in  pro- 
spect,- a  nearly  average  relationship  has  existed  in  the  last  month  or  tvro 
bctv.-een  fre^h  egg  prices  and  egg  futures  contracts  in  Chicago,    V,lth  both 
Septenter  and  October  contracts  hold:ng  near  51  and  50  cents  per  dozen 
respectively  in  late  I'arch;  the  futures  v/ere  on  nost  days  from  3  to  6  cents 
above  the  lov;est- quoted  packs  of  Extras  in  the  spot  market So     The  course  of 
egg  future  prices  for  the  1952  deliveries  is  shovm  in  teble  ko 
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Table  3o"  Shell  and  froaen  eggs  in  refrigerated  storage, 
March  1953,  with  comparisons 


"                  .  —  ^                           Shell  and  frozen 
i±:i.M^L.  _conibined  l/ 


■"'  — — — 

:  1951 

;  1952 

—  — 

:  1953  : 

 — 

1951 

;  1952  ; 

19 '33  ' 

.  1951 

 — 

I  1952 

:  1953 

Thous  r 

^  Thoi\sT 

"~'*^fhouVl'"" 

""Mil;" 

Thous . 

Thous . 

Thoiis 

>  cmses 

cases 

cases 

jubQ  ♦ 

lb£. 

V»  0  w  \^  >«J 

f*  A  ft  PS 

C 1 0  w 

CI  ^  w  w 

JL41 

■|  tea 

1.1 

67 

50 

J,  J  <c  Oj^ 

J.,  rco 

X,4?0 

r  c  O  TMa,  zy  X 

(J 

'x^ 

53 

35 

0014, 

1  CO 

9/. 

^0 

61 

42 

1      A  9 

J-»  ^H-< 

April  1 

.  309 

1,596 

62 

84 

1.927 

3,785 

May  1 

■  973 

2,184 

109 

111 

3p811 

5,072 

June  2. 

2,083 

3,1B4 

163 

146. 

6,308 

6,973 

July  1 

.2,42? 

3,357 

190 

166 

7,362 

7,680 

August  1 

2!  270 

191 

163 

7,  226 

6,971 

September  1 

•1.615 

2.169 

'  -  p  a-  V.'  7 

176 

144 

6,194 

5,9]  8 

October  1  ; 

.  958 

1.709 

151 

12,4 

4.888 

4  921 

Novenbor  1  ; 

527 

1,000 

12? 

95 

3,685 

3,476 

December  1 

230 

393 

95 

72 

2>701 

2,2.75 

Stoc.ks 

in  35 

principal 

cities 

J/ 

March  21 

!  135 

1,019 

1  0 

25 

44 

32 

796 

2,161 

999 

March  28 

175 

1,107 

30 

43 

9*48 

2,352 

1;07S 

April  4 

:  249 

lpl89 

222 

36 

51 

38 

1,190 

2,518 

1,201 

April  11  ; 

337 

1,243 

41 

56 

1,413 

2,694 

i/  Frozen  egg  converted  at  36.5  pounds ; equivalent  to  1  case. 

2/  Given  dates  are  for  1953?  for  other  years ,  corresponding  Saturdays. 


£E.Qduc,tion  of  Li  quid  and 

Frozet]  Ij^e Laps  .  ■ 

Production  and  storage  of  liquid,  frozen^  arid  dried  egg  are  influenced 
by  somewnat  different  factors  than  those  affecting  storage  of  shell  eggs. 
Net  costs  of  storage  for  frozen  egg  are  considerably  lower  than  for  shell 
eggs.    This  is  partly  because  normalj.y  there  Is  no  grade  loss  in  tbe 
hoj.ding  of  frozen  egg  as  tnere  is  for  shell  o    In  the  vdnter,  spring-packed 
frozen  egg  may  even  coramand  a  premiiua  over  the  currently-produced  commod- 
ity.   As  a  result,  storage  costs  for  frozen  egg  are  offset  by  a  much 
smaller  seasonal  price  rise  than  that  which  is  necessary  to  justify  the 
storage  of  she?ul  eggs. 
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Ordinflrily.  production  of  the  processed  egg  products  during  eaoh 
spring's  flush  season  is  large  enough  so  that  the  price  during  the  out-of- 
storage  season  is  usually  related  to  spring-time  production  cost  plus  accu- 
mulated storage  charges.     Thus  frozen  egg  nrices  during  the  late  sunmer  and 
fall  do  net  reflect  curror.t  productdon  costs  to  any  great  extent.     The  price 
for  stored  shell  e^gs,  on  the  othai-  hand,  usually  is  based  on  the  current 
price  for  fresh  eggs  minus  a  disc^unt  to  offset  the  real  or  presumed  quality 
changes  that  occurred  during  stojage. 

The  above  situation  applies  to  frozen  egg  prices  v;hen  supplies  are 
liberal,  as  is  usually  the  case.    But  when  supplies  are  so  short  as  to  drive 
prices  above  accustomod  levels,  it  is  more  difficult  to  foresee  the  extent 
to  rrhiih  the  price  mi^^ht  rise. 

The  processed  egijs  which  are  used  in  pastries,  noodles,  salad  dress- 
ings, and  the  dry  cake  mixes  which  have  recently  becom.e  popular,  are  among 
the  most  expensive  ingredients  in  thoce  end-pi'oduots ,    Manufacturers  have 
probably  explored  most  of  the  opportunities  for  economius  in  the  use  of  eggs 
in  those  products,  and  they  can  reduoe  the  amount  of  eggs  used  only  by  re- 
ducing the  quantity  or  q  lality  of  the  output-     Kov/evcr^,  eggs  make  up  only  a 
relatively  small  proportion  of  the  total  retail  cost  of  these  end-products. 
A  rise  in  egg  prices,  therefore,  hcxs  relatively  little  effect  on  the  retail 
prices  and  thus  on  the  quantity  taken  by  consumers.     For  these  reosons,  the 
quemtity  of  egg  products  demandpd  may  not  decline  ip  proportion  bo  a  rise  in 
price. 

Table  4.-  Sgg  futures  contracts;  Chicego  Kercentile  T5xchs.nge:  j.-onthly  highs, 
cents  per  dozen",  1C52,  arid  1953  contracts  ',o  date 


Higiicst  daily  closing  ; 

Contract 

price  (per  dozen)  during: 

Sept,  : 

Oct,  ; 

•■OV,  ' 

Dec  3  : 

Jen .  • 

Sept. : 

Oct, 

the  month  of;  : 

1952  ! 

1932  : 

1952 

19  52  : 

1S53  . 

1953  : 

1553 

Cents 

Cents' 

Cents 

Gen  ha 

Cent  s 

Cents 

Cent  s 

1951  'i 

October  i 

45.25 

November  j 

46,70 

46,50 

Fecember  : 

46.25 

46,25 

1952                     ■  J 

January  i 

45,95 

45,90 

February  • 

43.90 

44.15 

March  , 

43.90 

44«C0 

April  . 

43.65 

43. eo 

43,85 

Kay  , 

43  =  50 

43,95' 

44.10 

June  . 

45.45 

46,25 

46.85 

July  . 

50,05 

50,40 

50.65 

49.00 

August  : 

49,45 

50,30 

50  c  70 

49.00 

September  : 

45,95 

47.00 

47.85 

46.00 

October  • 

43.50 

44.35 

44c20 

39,75 

45.05 

November  • 

44,65 

15.05 

42.055 

44.50 

December  t 

47,55 

43,00 

45.75 

45.75 

1953  , 

January  i 

46.20 

47.55 

47.60 

February  . 

49.65 

49.65 

March  i 

52.  Y5 

51,75 
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An  individual  supplier  of  processed  egg,  of  course,  may  find  his-., 
sales  fluctuating  considerably  with  changes  in  prices.    F'or.the  products  , 
of  the  egg-breaking  industry  as  a  whole,  howevor,  the  quantity  of  pro- 
cessed egg  products  sold  is  not  likely  to  be  sharply  reduced  if  prices 
increase  from  accustomed  levels. 

Unless  production  (breaking)  is  up  sharply  from  rates  earlier  in 
the  season^  a:id  continues  at  an  accelerated  rate  until  mid- year,  the 
season  peak  storage  stocks  vdll  be  lo".7er  than  in  1952*    V.lth  users  un- 
likeily-  to  reduce  their  takings  proportionately,  stocks  will  be  inadequate 
and  considerable  out-of- season  egg  breaking  is  likelyo    In  that  case, 
the  cost  of  replocenent  from  out-of- season  production  will  be  a  strong 
influence  on  prices  for  frozen  egg.    This  indicates  that  prices  in  the 
next  6  or  8  months  may  rise  by  considerably  more  than  accujiiulated  storage 
charges,  if  sprixigtime  accumulations  of  frozen  (and  dried)  egg  in  storage 
do 'not  at  least  equal  those  of  a  yeer  ago» 


Table  5.-  January  1  stocks  of  frozen  egg,  and  liquid  egg 
production,  1951  to  date 


Item 

1951 

:          1952  : 

1953 

•*  -s"  • .  ,  -  ■  ■ 

Mil.  lbi_ 

Kil.  lb. 

I'il.  lb. 

January  1  stocks  of  frozen  -  .\ 
egg.       ,  .          :    .        •        ■  ' 

1 

.  47 

67 

50 

Production  of  liquid  egg 
January  ■        -                '  '  . 
February  j 
March  j 

23 
35 
77 

2y 

63 

21. 
4.5 

April  . 

84  • 

'  64' 

May  J 

87 

71 

Jme  ( 

50 

48 

July  : 
August- December  total  ; 

23 
31 

.  22: 

,  43-. 

Annual  total 

409 

•  382 

PSS-164 


Eoonomio  Fao-bors  Suggest  Change  from 
January  Intentions  for  Fewer  Chiokens 

The  hatohery  report  released  March  16  did  not  indicate  a  sub- 
stantial departure  from  fanners'  February  intentions  to  raise  4  percent 
fewer  chickens  than  in  1952  for  laying  flock  replacement.    However,  if 
the  February  intentions  are  carried  through  this  would  be  the  first 
time  since  1925,  when  records  first  became  available,  that  an  increase 
in  the  egg-feed  price  ratio  failed  to  induce  an  increase  in  the  number 
of  chickens  raised* 

Sgg-feed  price  ratios  in  January,  Pebrueiry,  and  Meorch  were  19, 
51,  and  41  percent  respectively  above  a  year  earlier.    The  ratios  in 
the  remaining  months  of  the  hatching  season  are  likely  to  show  similar 
gfliins  over  a  year  earlier.    As  a  result,  farmers  are  likely  to  reconsider 
their  plans  to  reduce  chick  numbers.     The  usual  close  relationship  be- 
tween the  weighted  springtime  egg-feed  price  ratio  and  the  number  of 
chickens  raised  is  illustrated  below. 


EGG-FEED  PRICE  RATIO  AND 
CHICKENS  RAISED 


%  OF  PRECEDING  YEAR 


120 


100  — 


Egg-feed 
rice  ratio 


60 


-I  I  I  L. 


Chickens  raised 


-1  I  ;  L. 


_l  1  I  1_ 


-1  1  I  L 


_]  I  I  L. 


1930 


1940 


1950 


*  WeiGHTED  7-MONTH  AVERAGE 

O  BASED  ON  INDICATIONS  THROUGH  MARCH 


U.  S,  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
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Table  6.-  Egg-feed  price  ratio,  chickens  raised,  and  pullets  on 
farms,  January  1,  United  States,  1925  to  date 


]    Egg -feed 

Pullets 

;            Percental  of  preceding  year 

Year 

[  price  ratio 

.'Chickens* 

on  farms 

'Intentions  * 

Egg-feed 

•  • 

•  \^Xi  J.dLoUo  • 

OU   JL  cLi  ulo 

fvaicrhted 
avei*age* ) 

ral sed 

January  1 
following 

\  to  raise  * 
1  chickens  ] 

price 
ratio* 

*         \  flA^  * 

f*  nl  T_nv1  T\o 

;  Pounds 

Millions 

Millions 

Percent 

Percent 

Percent 

Percent 

1925 

:  12.9 

679 

lUc 

103 

1926 

:  13.5 

718 

105 

1927 

:        13. U 

750 

99 

104 

1928 

:  12.2 

700 

91 

93 

1929 

!  13.1 

751 

107 

1930  ! 

13.8 

777 

214-1+ 

105 

lOil- 

1931  : 

10.6 

709 

230 

77 

91 

94 

1932  : 

11.6 

736 

237 

109 

lOU 

103 

1933 

:        111.  3 

750 

238 

123 

102 

100 

10  Q 

6kk 

212 

76 

Q.C 
00 

89 

1935  ! 

11. U 

658 

226 

105 

102 

107 

1936  J 

13.1 

715 

2U9 

115 

109 

110 

1937  ! 

9> 

601 

215 

72 

oil 

86 

1938  : 

11.  li 

651 

2ll2 

121 

lOo 

113 

1939  J 

12.6 

697 

25U 

111 

107 

105 

I9U0  : 

10.  U 

63h 

2UO 

96 

83 

91 

94 

19UI  : 

11.5 

7U5 

278 

109 

^  ^  ^ 

111 

llo 

llo 

19I12  J 

13.2 

8UU 

319 

112 

115 

113 

115 

I9U3  : 

lU.7 

1,001 

350 

116 

111 

119 

no 

■LX.  C 

83 

76 

83 

86 

: 

12.8 

1/890 

322 

96 

111. 
Il4 

107 

107 

19^6  : 

11.9 

1/738 

281 

86 

93 

Do 

83 

87 

I9U7  : 

11.3 

1/719 

278 

9U 

95 

97 

99 

I9U8  : 

9.8 

1/615 

258 

80 

87 

86 

93 

I9U9  : 

12.7 

1/705 

287 

107 

130 

115 

111 

1950  \ 

9.6 

1/635 

26U 

88 

76 

90 

92 

1951  : 

11.  U 

1/663 

276 

96 

119 

105 

1952  : 

9.0(9.3)  2/617 

255 

90 

79 

93 

92 

1953  : 

2/(11.2) 

96 

1/  Ee vised. 

2/  Preliminary. 

^  For  1953/  November  through  March;  comparable  1952  in  parentheses. 


*  Wel^ts  are  as  follows:  Preceding  November,  1;  preceding  December,  2; 
January,  3;  February,  4;  March,  5;  April,  3;  May,  1. 


p  ;5-i64 


-  11  - 


Past  experience  has  "bev^n  that  the  ^ercentr-t-e  ch?nf,e  from  one  year 
to  the  next  in  chickens  raised  has  'ivera^^^ed  about  half  the  Dercenta^e  chanfe 
in  the  "ci  hted  et:^-feed  '^rice  ratio.     Tliis  year  the  cl:a'ite  in  the  r->tio 
is  so  e::tre:..e  that  a  fully  correspoudiiit  chaji:.  e  in  the  n^aiiber  of  chichens 
raised  is  ^inli.<ely.     However,  if  the  increase  Mere  to  he  only  one-third  or 
half  of  that  ordinarilv  expected  to  follow  eie  -feed  ratios  --s  favorable  as 
those  of  recent  months,  the  resulting,  number  of  -oullets  available  for  egg 
rroduction  in  the  s-nring  of  195'+ ^'O'^l^  nroduce  conniderably  ;  ;ore  ei  f-s  than 
v/ere  available  this  spring. 

Since  other  factors  besides  sur)T>ly  influence  egg  -orices,  it  is  too 
ea.riv  to  e o  1" ^ T^^' wh'>t  efg  rrlces  !*irht  be  a  year  from  nov*  Hov/ever, 
s-^ringtine  prices  have  in  the  cast  been  sensiti^'e  to  s:'all  clian^es  in  supply, 
on  accoiant  of  ti.e  delicate  balance  us^ially  existin,  at  that  season  \;hen 
consigner  channels  are  liberally  supplied,  and  the  storage  denand  responds 
to  srsall  ^rice  ch^n^ies. 

The  rer>ort  of  hatchery  production  for  February  shovred  a  9  percent 
decline  in  output  from  February  3952.      About  a  third  of  this  decline  is 
accounted  for  by  the  shorter  month  this  year  than  in  19*^2 ,  a  leap  year. 
The  renainine:  5  or  6  -nercent  of  this  difference  betv/een  1952  aiid  1953  chick 
•nroduction  may  not  have  extended  to  chick  sales,  since  in  Febr^n-ry  1952 
there  were  reported  to  have  been  many  unsold  chicks  which  hatcherymen  had 
to  destroy.     Der.and  in  February  1953  was  reported  to  be  (Frood, 

The  next  indication  of  the  trend  in  numbers  of  replacement  chicks 
will  be  the  estimate  of  chicrs  and  young  chickens  on  farns   Ipril  1,  in  the 
-.pril  10  rei-ort  of  Crop  Production.     Table  7  and  the  accori^panying  chart 
shov/  the  extent  to  v/hich  this  report,  and  others  later  in  the  season, 
indicate  of  the  number  of  laying  pullets  finally  to  be  housed  from  the 
year' s  hatch. 


Table  6a.-  Turkeys:  First-of-month  holdings  in  refrigerated 
warehouses,  total  U.  S, ,  19^5  to  date 


Tear  : 

Jan.  : 

Feb. : 

i:ar.  : 

Apr,  : 

l  ay  : 

June : 

July: 

-ug.  : 

Sept. : 

Oct. : 

Uov, : 

Dec. 

i:ii. 

Kil. 

I-il. 

i;ii. 

Mil. 

Kil, 

;:ii. 

:  il. 

:  il. 

Ml. 

iiil. 

I.il. 

lbs . 

lbs. 

lbs. 

Ibr,. 

lbs. 

lbs. 

lbs. 

lbs. 

lbs. 

19^5 

■  73 

7U 

63 

US 

33 

29 

27 

21 

18 

27 

78 

19^6 

:  108 

135 

135 

12A. 

107 

97 

79 

63 

55 

45 

84 

117 

1^^7 

:  128 

1^0 

126 

109 

95 

86 

72 

59 

^5 

39 

65 

86 

19^ 

33 

83 

70 

55 

41 

33 

27 

19 

13 

15 

3^ 

47 

19^9 

51 

55 

51 

i^k 

36 

33 

29 

21 

21 

35 

76 

107 

1950 

127 

138 

129 

113 

93 

77 

64 

47 

37 

43 

77 

103 

1^151 

110 

117 

101 

80 

60 

IS 

39 

30 

25 

42 

83 

109 

K'52 

107 

116 

107 

93 

72 

63 

56 

46 

kk 

71 

142 

158 

1953 

1^7 

li^3 

117 
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YOUNG  CHICKENS  ON  FARMS 
IN  THE  SPRING,  AND  NUMBERS  OF 
PULLETS  FOR  LAYING  PURPOSES 
AT  END  OF  YEAR,  1932-52 

Percentages  of  Preceding  Year 

ON  FARMS  DEC.  31  (%OF  PREC.YR.)~~ 


120 


100 


80 


60 
140 


120 


100 


80 


60 
60 


'42 


'41 


38 

'45  .'         '  '4"^ 

••  •       •  J  43 

'33  I     •  --.  ~ 

'47  I  ■J932 
-48  m      ■      -  ■■  52 


'40. 


'48 


'34 


'50 


-  '37 


'44 


'46 


APR.  1 


'41 


'38 


'49 


'48. 


'45  '39  4  -'  ...'42 

'35  \i ;,  •. 

 1-    I  .•  '36 

'40— .'51  — 


'50' 


-  '37' 


-'52 

•  5*-";'3-4 

^'46 


1932 


■33 


'44 


JUNE  1 


'4o: 


'45 


'41 


'36" 


'48 


7-r 


"  '43 
.•-:'39- 


1.1 

I 


'34  '50  ;  • 


'33 

•  \  t "  ■  -  '46 


52-  '44 


'37 


MAY  1 

^  \  ^ 


80     100    120      60      80     100    120  140 

ON  FARMS  IN  SPRING  (%  OF  PREC.  YR.) 


U.  S.  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
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Dovnvard  Ad.lusticent  Desirable 
for  Size  of  1953  Turkey  Crop 

Price  trends  since  the  new  year  have  Yeen  different  for  amrill  turkeys 
and  large  ones.    Beltsvllle  Small  Whites,  typical  of  the  small  turkeys,  have 
sold  at  prices  well  at-^ve  the  1952  average.    In  t^e  East,  the  price  outlook 
for  producers  of  small  turkeys  for  the  next  few  months  is  good,  since  egg 
settings  and  hatchings  have  been  sharply  reduced  in  the  Shenandoeh  Valley, 
a  principal  producing  area.    Growers'  January  intentions  were  to  grow  23  per- 
cent fewer  birds  of  this  type  in  1953  than  in  1952. 

Current  prices  for  tomfl  of  the  heavy  breeds  are  slightly  below  the 
levels  of  early  January.    Until  after  mid -year,  major  supplies  of  these  birds 
will  come  from  storage  stocks,  rather  than  from  current  slaughter  as  is  the 
case  for  small  birds.    Although  smaller  than  U  months  ago,  these  stocks  are 
quite  large.    Growers'  January  intentions  were  to  cut  the  1953  output  of 
this  class  of  tui'key  by  only  3  percent.    The  reduction  would  be  only  half 
as  large  aa  the  quantity  bought  by  the  Department  of  Agrlcult^ore  from  the 
1952  crop  for  surplus  removal. 


Table 

7.-  Springtime  numbe 

TP  if 

young 

chickens  on 

forms 

and  numbers 

0 

f  pullets  for  laying  puro.^ses  at 

erid  of  year 

,  1931 

to  date 

Chicks  and 

jounK 

chickens  on 

farms 

:  Pulleto 

on  farms 

Year 

■-  Numbers,  first  of  month 

As  &  percentafro  of 
preceding;  year 

:     December  3I 

:              :  Percentage 

■  April; 

May 

June 

July 

April 

:  May 

June 

July 

:  Number 

:of  preced- 
:  ing  year 

: 

Mil. 

Mil. 

Mil. 

Pet. 

Pet. 

Pet. 

Mil. 

Pct^ 

1931 

:  lUO 

333 

502 

516 

230 

1932 

.  IU9 

330 

520 

550 

106 

99 

lOU 

107 

237 

103 

1933 

:  122 

35c 

5U2 

559 

82 

106 

lOU 

102 

238 

100 

193^ 

99 

298 

U9I 

503 

81 

85 

91 

90 

212 

89 

1935 

llU 

325 

kQl 

115 

109 

98 

100 

226 

107 

1936 

110 

3U5 

^Ul 

570 

96 

106 

112 

113 

21+9 

110 

1937 

.  126 

321* 

U65 

kSh 

115 

91+ 

86 

01 

215 

86 

1938  . 

156 

36U 

509 

513 

125 

112 

109 

111. 

242 

113 

1939 

.  167 

387 

531 

53U 

106 

106 

lOlt 

104  ; 

?54 

105 

19U0 

126 

323 

1^77 

1+9Q 

75 

83 

90 

93: 

240 

94 

I9UI  : 

155 

35'+ 

513 

550 

123 

110 

108 

110 

273 

116 

I9U2 

185 

h20 

589 

611 

119 

119 

115 

111 

319 

115 

19»*3  : 

227 

1+72 

679 

732 

123 

112 

115 

120 

350 

110 

19hh  : 

231 

1+71 

616 

595 

102 

100 

91 

81 

301 

66 

19i+5  : 

206 

li60 

625 

660 

89 

98 

101 

111 

322 

107 

19i+6  : 

218 

i+60 

575 

559 

106 

100 

92 

85 

281 

87 

19^7  : 

206 

U29 

563 

557 

9h 

93 

98 

IOC 

278 

99 

19»^  : 

155 

353 

476 

1+79 

75 

82 

85 

86 

258 

93 

191^9  : 

203 

k09 

537 

533 

131 

116 

113 

111 

287 

111 

1950  1 

216 

U83 

U70 

101 

9U 

90 

88 

264 

92 

1951  : 

201 

koe 

523 

503 

93 

106 

108 

108 

276 

105 

1952  : 

219 

38U 

489 

1+67 

109 

95 

93 

92 

255 

92 
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On  December  1,  1952,  holdings  of  frozen  turkey  were  record  large 
(table  6a),  even  after  allovring  for  the  fact  that  they  included  a  con- 
siderable number  of  birds  intended  for  later  delivery  to  the  Department 
of  Agriculture.    Since  that  date  they  have  declined  steadily,  contrary 
to  the  usual  seasonal  increase  v.'hich  in  previous  years  had  brought  stocks 
to  the  season  peak  about  February  1.    On  March  1,  1953.  the  total  hold- 
ings were  11?  million  pounds;  during  the  month  they  declined  further.  By 
April  1  turkeys  owned  by  USDA  or  intended  for  delivery  to  USDA  were  no 
longer  a  significant  part  of  the  storage  holdings. 

The  amount  of  the  month-to-raonth  decline  in  turkey  storage  holdings 
this  spring  is  significant  because  if  large  holdings  remain  when  substan- 
tial marketings  begin  from  the  1953  crop,  they  will  be  a  price-depressing 
influence.    An  Ad\i.scry  Committee  which  met  in  V/ashington  on  March  5  and 
6  recommended  that  the  1953  production  of  heavj*-  turkeys  be  reduced  12  to 
15  percent  from  the  record-high  levels  of  1952.  l/ 

The  extent  of  the  likely  downward  trend    in  the  1953  production  of 
large  turkeys  is  not  yet  clear.    The  monthly  report  of  hatchery  production 
shows  the  percentage  change  in  opera cions  from  last  year  for  a  matched 
sample  of  hatcheries.    These  data,  vath  1952  comparisons,  are: 


Year  ,  : 

Percentage  change  from  a  year  earlier 

and  month  to  ; 

Poult  output 

:  Turkey  eggs  in  in-  : 

Turkeys 

which  report 

In  previous  :  C\amulative 

:  cubators  at  begin-  : 

raised  for 

_a£plies  : 

mor.th 

:  for  season 

:  rijis  of  gj  ven  month : 

the  year 

Percent 

Percent 

Pci'C&nt 

Percent 

1953    ■  : 

Ilarch  : 

-34 

-19 

1952  \ 

^13 

March  : 

58 

30 

April 

:  27 

34 

40 

my 

:  12 

22 

10 

June 

:  6 

16 

-  2 

July 

:  0 

13 

12 

1951 

19  . 

March 

10 

16 

April 

:  5 

6 

0 

May 

:  6 

6 

16 

June 

:  7 

6 

48 

July 

:  32 

10 

38 

The 


quate  basis  for  predicting  full-season  changes  in  turkey  output.  . 
table  is  based  on  reports  which  do  not  segregate  poults  of  the  large  and 
small  breeds. 


l7~USDA  press  release  553,  March' 6,  1953. 
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In  order  to  give  the  turkey  industry  a  better  basis  for  .iudging  its 
position,  and  to  provide  infonratr'on  early  enough  for  the  industry  to  make 
appropriate  ad justaierts,  the  Bureau  of  Agricultuial  l-.conoir.ici:  is  mokin^ 
a  special  turkey  siirvey  this  spring.    The  survey,  coveidng  13  States,  >nll 
report  (a)  1953  r'^ult  production,  c^jriulative  through  A^ril,  as  a  percent- 
age of  corre£;'<'ndiiiP  195 (b)  p'jult  production  in  the  last  veek  of  April 
1953  a.^  3  percentage  of  corresponding;  195-,  and  (c)  e^rs  in.  incubator:; 
r!ay  1.    Since  the  incubation  period  for  turkeys  is  ?B  days,  a  May  1  re- 
port on  niiiabers  r.f  eggs  in  incubators  \%ill  inaicate  prwduction  throu£j;h 
l^te  i"ay. 

The  data  are  to  be  secarate  fir  light  breed  turkeys  and  heavj'- 
breed  turkeys.    The  13  '  tates,  chosen  as  re  ^resentative  of  the  heavy 
prodacinp  sections  in  various  regi  'ns  of  the  countryy  are  Nev  ]fork, 
Viremia,  "outh  Carolina,  ^hio,  Michi.^-an,  liinnesotaj  I^jv.'a,  Nebraska, 
;lissouri,  Texas,  Calif' riaa .  Orepon,  and  '.  a  si-,  in:z;t  on 


Table  8,-  Turkeys:     Frices  per  pound  f')r  vaious  types j 
January  1953  t-^  date 


Item 


U.  S.  avera??e  received  by 
farmers  at  rtid-r.onth  (live) 

Small  turkeys: 
Shcnanioah  Vau'.ey,  Va,  and 
V.',  Va.,  at  fans,  live 

:"an  Joaq-oin  W-lley,  Calif., 
at  ranch,  !!ive 

New  York  City, 
New  York  dressed  2/ 
Svisceraced  3/ 

Large  turkeys- toms 
San  Joaq-^iii:!  Valley,  Calif. , 
at  ranch,  live 

New  York  City. 
New  York  dressed 
under  20  pounds 
26  pour^^ds  and  up 

Eviscerated 
•onder  20  pounds 
24  po\inds  and  up 


Jan..     ;  Jan.  :  Feb,   •:  Feb.  Mar* 


16 


X-_.li. 


Cents      ^:^nt3    Cents    Cents  Cents 


Cents 


Apr. 

...Jl.... 

Cents 


42 
33-34 


33.6 

42 
34^ 


33.3 


40;^3  41^-'-;2 


33.6 


42-43  42-43 


53-i-54  53-54  52^-53  53i-54  552-56 
63-65    64-65     64-66     64-67  64-67 


54?"  "^5 
64-67 


28^-29^  2P^-30 


401-41^  4C^.-41  40i-41?  40-^-41?  40-^-41 
43-44  44^-45    45o:-46    45^-^6  44-H5i 


53-56  5?-54  52-54  52-54  51-53 
53-55    53-56    55-56|    54-564  53-55 


51-52 
64- 6S 


40j-4r 
43?:-445- 


50-53 

53"55 


40^-41 
43-44 


-  50-52 
52-55 


1/  Or  first  available  quotation  thereaftero 
(ready-to  00 ok).. 


2/  Ice  packede    l/  Eviscerated 
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Late  April  Broilers  to  Compete 
with.  B.\ product  CociLerels 

Eeported  February  and  March  placements  of  broilers  In  specialized 
areas  were  short  of  the  records  set  in  those  months  in  1952,  and  the  present 
outlook  does  not  suggest  a  repetition  of  the  marketing  gluts  which  occurred 
last  toy.    Howevei',  recent  settings  of  eggs  in  incutators  in  broiler  areas 
have  bean  rising,  and  early  April  placements  ere  likely  to  be  higher  than  in 
1952. 

Broiler  chicks  placed  in  early  April  will  be  ready  for  marketing 
before  moat  byproduct  cockerels  reared   with  pullet  replacements  are  sold. 
But  later  broiler  placements  will  have  to  sell  in  competition  with  byproduct 
cockerels. 


Table  9."  Broilers  and  fryers:    f.o.b.  farm  prices,  per  pound,  live,  in 
selected  areas,  selected  dates,  November  14,  1952  to  date 


:  Weight 

;      1952  : 

1953 

Area 

!  or  class 

'Nov.  lU'.Eec.  15! 

Jan.  15; Feb.  \^\¥b.t.  2 

•  • 

f.Mar.  16';  Apr.  1 

•  • 

:  Cenxs 

Cents 

Cents 

Cents, 

Cents 

Cents_ 

Cents 

Del-Mar-Va 

•     T  Tnfl  p  v 

:    3  lbs. 

:  33?-35 

27^-28 

28 

27^-28 

27-27? 

26-26i 

26-^-27 

Boston  area 

:  3i-H 

lbs. 

.  31-35 

25-28 

25-27 

2I+-3O 

25-27 

23 -2U 

2U-26 

Shenandoah  Valley 

Broilers 

;and  fryers 

33-3^ 

28 

26-27 

27 

27 

26-27 

26i-28j 

North  Georgia 

Under 

.  3i  Its,  : 

30-3li 

26i-29 

26-28 

26-27 

27-28 

27 

27?-28ii 

Arkansas 

:  Ail 

weights 

32 

30 

26 

26 

25-26 

27-28 

27-28 

Texas 

Broilers 

or  fryers  . 

:  31.-32 

31-32 

26-27 

26 

26-28 

29-30 

28-29 

San  Joaquin  Valley 

Fryers 

29-31 

28-29 

31-33 

28-30 

28-30 

29-31 

29-30 

Iowa  l/  ; 

2\  lbs.  : 

U.S.  average  farm  : 

and  up  ' 

30-31 

27-28 

26-28 

26 

27 

27-28 

28  ' 

price  2/  : 

31.3 

29.6 

28.2 

27.9 

28.2 

• 

Mil. 

Kill, 

Mil. 

Mil. 

Mil. 

Mil. 

Mil. 

Average  weekly  : 

chick  place-  : 

ments  3/  ; 

9.0 

9.6 

10.8 

11.6 

11.7 

12,0 

12.1 

1/  Friday  of  given  week. 
2/  At  mid -month. 

9-12  weeks  previous  in  11  specialized  areas. 
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Price  Control  Pe^latians  End 

Kgg  price  controls  administered  by  the  Office  of  Price  Stabiliza- 
tion were  terminated  cn  February  12,  1953.    Since  egg  prices  were  below 
parity  levels  except  during  months  when  egg  prices  were  seasonally  lower 
than  the  base  crices  of  the  freeze  period  (Deceniber  19,  1950- January  25, 
1951),  the  controls  did  not  directly  bear  upon  farmers'  egg  prices. 

Controls  on  dres3ed  chickens  and  turkeys  were  terminated  on  the 
sane  day.    EH-ring  the  control  period,  the  price  of  chickens  had  never 
risen  above  S3  percent  of  parity.    Turkeys  were  98  percent  of  parity  in 
mid-Decenber  I'^pl,  but  prices  declined  after  Christmas  and  no  dollars- 
and-cents  price  order  was  issued. 

The  price  of  ducks,  for  which  no  parity  equivalent  is  computed^ 
was  controlled  b^  a  separate  order,  independent  of  the  General  Ceiling 
Price  Reg\J.ation-.    The  duck  order  was  #79,  effective  from  November  9, 
1951  to  September  25,  1^52, 

Table  10.-  Broilers :    Montlily  averages  of  weekly  placements,  specified 
reporting  areas,  January-March  1953  with  coranarisons 


Area 


Total,  11  areas 
Oregon 

V.',  Connecticut 

I-laine 

California 


.'.verage  of,  weekly  pi a_c .en lent^^, during  month. 


1952 


Jan, 


Feb.   •  Mar. 


1212:1251 


Oct. 


Nov.  *  Dec,  •  Jan.   •  Feb. 


Thous. 

Thous . 

Thous. 

Thous . 

Thous. 

Thous. 

Thous. 

Thous 

E,  Connecticut  ; 

2''0 

452 

360 

255 

328 

309 

337 

403 

Del-Mar- Va.  : 

2,831 

3,671 

3,162 

2,551 

654 

2.786 

3p280 

3,296 

2,812 
872 

Shenandoah  Valley 

.  ^51 

956 

1,0,'3 

859 

867 

815 

N.Car.-Cent-\.est 

874 

984 

1,023 

626 

814 

845 

970 

1,008 

Georgia 

2,357 

2,792 

2,813 

2,166 

2,093 

2,101 
1,046 

2,315 

2,554 

Arkansas 

•  1,300 

1,344 

1,283 

818 

836 

998 

1,007 

Texas 

:  1,447 

1,611 

1,58? 

569 

1,211 

1,372 

1,279 

1,238 

1,390 

Alabama 

:  477 

554 

460 

519 

529 

513 

586 

Mississippi 

:  621 

741 

842 

593 

658 

632 

709 

780 

Florida 

:  213 

2^9 

224 

212 

226 

237 

222 

236 

Indiana 

:  71'' 

798 

387 

626 

736 

687 

719 

769 

1/  478 
3,072 
1,013 
1,070 
2,743 
1,060 

1,441 

698 
846 
228 
862 


11  >  908_14 . 13i_  13^223  10,172    11,227  11,812  12,132  12.4l7l/l3>  511 


96 


121 


126 
119 
466 


75 
79 
537 


86 
70 
414 


75 
72 
511 


92  101  2/110 

124  96 

544  499  523 

987  1,188  1,219 


"l/  Beginning  !4arch  1,  includes  West  Connecticut. 
2/  T'.^o  weeks  only. 
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AT»rago  lire  weight,  sales,  farm  oonsvo^tlon,  and  value, 
available  data,  1930  to  datfe 


Year 


Average  live  weight 
per  turlcey  aold 


Hens 


Tons 


All 


Total  sold, 
live  velght 


Total  consuned 
on  fame,  where 
produced,  live 
weight 


Total 
slaughter, 
live  weight 


Weighted  annual 
average  price 
received  per 

pound 


Value  of: 


Sales 


Sales 
plus  home 
con- 


lb. 

Mil. lb 

J            Mil. lb. 

Mil. lb. 

Cents         Mil. del.  Mll.dol. 

19^0 

13. •» 

46  51 

1931 

13.6 

42  46 

13.8 

38  41 

14.0 

36  38 

193'» 

14.1 

42  45 

1935 

1'».5 

52  56 

19^6 

14.7 

62  65 

14.8 

63  67 

1938 

14,9 

66  69 

1939 

!   11.9  17.9 

14.9 

71  7* 

19U0 

■      12.1  18.1 

15.1 

509 

17 

526 

I5A 

78  81 

19U1 

:     12,7  19.1 

15.9 

V96 

15 

511 

19.9 

98  101 

1942 

!     13.0  19.6 

16,3 

587 

13 

540 

27.5 

145  148 

19'»3 

12.9  19.5 

16.2 

'►90 

12 

502 

32.6 

165  164 

19W> 

13.2          20. H 

16.8 

585 

10 

595 

34.0 

199  202 

19U5 

13.5  21.4 

n.h 

715 

12 

727 

33.7 

241  21^5 

19'»6 

13.9  22.2 

18.0 

740 

12 

752 

36.3 

269  273 

19»»7 

13.8         .  22.5 

18.1 

63>^ 

12 

646 

36.5 

232  236 

19W 

Ik.O  22.6 

18.3 

549 

11 

561 

46.8 

257  263 

19U9 

IU.2  23.3 

18.8 

748 

12 

760 

35.2 

263  267 

1950 

l»».l  23.0 

18.6 

797 

11 

808 

32.8 

262  266 

1951  2/ 

13.6  22.2 

17.9 

911 

11 

922 

341  3»»5 

1952  3/ 

it. 3  23.6 

1/16.7 

1/  Including  fryers  at  an  average  weight  of  7-5  pounds  wfalob  weight  was  reported  for  the  first  time  for  1952. 

2/  Revised. 

i/  Preliminary. 

Tahle  12 .  -  Turkeys :    Nuiibere  on  farms  January  1,  numbers  raised,  sold,  conauned  on  farms  lAere  produced. 

and  total  slaughter,  available  data  1930  to  date 

\       Numbers  on  farms 

January  1 

Consumed  on 

Year 

Raised 

Sold  ; 

feirms  i^ere 

:  Total 

\  Breeders 

Others 

produced 

:    slaughter  \] 

Thousands 

Ibou  sands 

Thousands 

Thousands 

Tliousanda 

Thousands 

1930 

17,419 

15,999 

1,704 

17,703 

1931 

18,249 

15,746 

1,5'*9 

17,295 

1932 

22,333 

19,393 

1,665 

21,058 

1933 

23,241 

21,733 

1,623 

23,356 

193»» 

21,702 

20,615 

1,505 

22,120 

1935  : 

20,821 

18,827 

1,428 

20,255 

1936 

27,981 

25,530 

1,W5 

27,015 

1937 

3.W1 

2,&rr 

25,755 

24,227 

l,«t25 

25,652 

1938 

3,222 

2,874 

26,887 

24,861 

1,291 

26,152 

1939 

3,91'> 

2,575 

33,587 

29,821 

1*,297 

31,118 

19'>0  : 

3.962 

3k, 047 

33,778 

1,170 

34,948 

19^1  : 

3.B6M 

3,329 

32,902 

31,209 

996 

32,205 

19U2  1 

4,003 

3,W2 

32,805 

32,420 

824 

33,244 

19U3  : 

3,984 

2,616 

32,309 

30,278 

7^7 

31,025 

19W>  : 

'»,294 

3,135 

35,616 

3'>,7'>9 

647 

35,396 

19U5  1 

4,606 

2,597 

42,900 

>»0,999 

691 

41,690 

19'»6  : 

4,841 

3,021 

40,142 

41,030 

699 

'»1,729 

19*7  : 

3,779 

2,100 

33,975 

«75 

35,613 

I9W 

8,537 

1,422 

31,5»H 

30,017 

666 

30,683 

19'»9  : 

3,lW 

l,m 

41,266 

39,841 

676 

'»0,517 

1950  ! 

3,270 

l,85l» 

'»3,792 

42,918 

648 

'»3,566 

1951  2/  : 

3,301 

1,790 

52,476 

50,853 

644 

51,497 

1952  1/  : 

3,828 

1,99'» 

60,446 

59,996 

715 

60,711 

1953  3/  : 

3.4U6 

1/  Slaughter  la  the  sum  of  sales  and  coneuB5)tion  on  farms  where  produced.    Ihe  difference  between  raised  and  slaughter- 
ed is  accounted  for  by  (a)  difference  in  January  1  inventories,  and  (b)  death  losses. 
2/  Revised, 
i/  Preliminary. 
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Able  13.-  Turkeys:    Production,  dltposltlon,  and  related  data,  by 
States  and  dlTlslons,  1952 


Sales 

ConsuBsd  on 

Value  of 

:  Umber 

ATerage  IIto 

fam  where 

Arera^ 

price, 
per 

pouod 

Number 

State 

:  on 

HuBber 
releed 

weicht  per  tlrd 

croduced 

Sales 

on 

dlTlelon 

:  faraa, 

:  Jaooary 

:  1,  1552 

laature : 

and  light:  All 

weight  :  turkeyo 
turkeys  lA 

5uBber 

Weight 

HuBber  Vfelght 

plus 

Sales  :  hone 
:  con- 
:  suaptloD 

farms, 
December 

31,  1952 

*  Tjjoua- 

Lb. 

Lb. 

Tlious . 

TI10US . 

lb. 

TfaouB . 

^ous , 
lb. 

Cent© 

TI10US . 
dol. 

l^ous . 
dol. 

Maine 

=  18 

k6k 

7.0 

9.9 

k65 

k,60k 

1 

10 

38.7 

1,782 

1,786 

15 

lev  Easpsbire 

Ik 

15k 

7.5 

17.1 

150 

2,565 

2 

3^ 

ki.8 

1,072 

1,086 

16 

Vermont 

Ik 

138 

7.5 

18.5 

136 

2,516 

3 

56 

k2.7 

1,07k 

1,098 

13 

NBSsach.isett8 

=  5k 

653 

8.0 

Ik. 7 

6k2 

9,k37 

5 

7k 

k3.6 

'',U5 

k,lk7 

59 

Rhode  Islanl 

55 

8.0 

16  T 

^k 

860 

16 

kk  7 

uoo 

CoQDec  tlcut 

^1 

370 

8.0 

16. k 

j^i 

6  010 

66 

kk  7 

(  £\J 

OQ 

■ev  Tork 

9k^ 

9.0 

I6I9 

91k 

1'5  kk7 

20 

k^  6 

6  682 

128 

lev  Jersey 

60 

8.0 

156 

^65 

■S  6Qk 

7 

lOQ 

k"!  7 

2  602 

7n 

Pecnsy iTanla 

2,160 

6.0 

Ik.O 

2,lk2 

2<)  OSA 

■^7 
J  1 

kl  7 

12>  7P1 

22U 

■orth  Atlantic 

5k9 

5,3kl 

7.9 

Ik. 7 

5,235 

77,150 

80 

1,221 

k2.7 

32,968 

33,1*92 

559 

Oblo 

Ikk 

1,878 

7.8 

17.6 

1,830 

32,208 

2k 

k22 

3k. 6 

11, Ikk 

U,290 

161 

Indiana 

50 

1,795 

7.5 

16.0 

1,782 

28,512 

Ik 

22k 

35.0 

9,979 

10,057 

k6 

lUlnolB 

79 

999 

6.9 

17.0 

979 

16  6k'? 

17 

289 

36.8 

6  12*^ 

6  231 

70 

Michigan 

120 

1,097 

9.6 

17.7 

1,066 

18,868 

Ik 

2k8 

35.5 

6,698 

6^766 

132 

Vlsconaln 

57 

1,3119 

8.0 

18.2 

1,338 

2k, 352 

10 

182 

36.5 

8,888 

8,95k 

57 

last  lorth  Central 

k50 

7,116 

7.7 

17.2 

6,995 

120,583 

79 

1,365 

35.5 

k2,83k 

k3,3l8 

k75 

Nlnoesota 

261 

5,201 

7.7 

17.8 

5,201 

92,578 

22 

392 

31.9 

29,532 

29,657 

2kk 

Io«m 

161 

3>15 

7.5 

19.5 

3,k02 

66.339 

U 

21k 

32.5 

21,560 

21,630 

155 

Missouri 

319 

1,572 

6.8 

17.8 

1,592 

28,338 

11 

196 

33.0 

9,352 

9,kl7 

2rjk 

Horth  Dakota 

3k 

526 

6.0 

16.6 

510 

8,k66 

15 

2k9 

32.6 

2,777 

2,859 

31* 

South  lakota 

k9 

370 

17.2 

360 

6,192 

10 

172 

32.3 

2,000 

2,056 

k8 

Nebraska 

ki 

862 

7.5 

18.3 

858 

15,701 

6 

110 

33.9 

5,323 

5,360 

37 

KADSaS 

IkO 

7k2 

6.0 

17.0 

7k9 

12,733 

12 

20k 

31.5 

k,011 

1»,075 

115 

West  lorth  Central 

1,025 

12,686 

7.k 

18.2 

12,672 

230, 3k7 

87 

1,537 

32. k 

7k, 555 

75,05k 

907 

Delavare 

15 

360 

8.0 

Ik.  2 

353 

5,013 

3 

k3 

kl.3 

2,070 

2,088 

18 

Marylaai 

72 

529 

7.0 

15.1 

516 

7,822 

15 

226 

k2.2 

3,301 

3,396 

65 

Virginia 

319 

5,762 

7.0 

10.7 

5,83k 

62,k2k 

25 

268 

33.8 

21,099 

21,190 

207 

Meet  Virginia 

66 

1,600 

8.0 

13.0 

1,778 

23,  Uk 

8 

10k 

36.1 

8,3kk 

8,382 

79 

lorth  Carolina 

57 

1,018 

7.k 

16.6 

999 

16,583 

Ik 

232 

36.k 

6,036 

6,120 

60 

South  Carolina 

103 

1,252 

7.9 

16.8 

l,2k8 

20,966 

12 

202 

36.6 

7,715 

7,789 

90 

Georgia  : 

51 

620 

6.0 

Ik. 6 

595 

8,606 

20 

296 

38.1 

3,355 

3,1*68 

51* 

Florida 

27 

181 

8.k 

15.9 

165 

2,62k 

11 

175 

kl.6 

1,092 

1,165 

31 

Soatii  Atlaatlo 

710 

11.522 

7.3 

12,6 

ll,k90 

lk7,352 

108 

l,5k6 

36.0 

53,012 

53,598 

60k 

Kentucky 

66 

kl2 

6.0 

17.3 

k09 

7,076 

10 

173 

3k. 6 

2,k62 

2,522 

56 

Tennessee 

25 

211 

7.0 

16,3 

195 

3,178 

Ik 

228 

32.1 

1,020 

1,093 

26 

Alabama 

35 

306 

9.0 

Ik. 2 

286 

k,06l 

25 

355 

36.2 

1,551 

1,687 

30 

Mississippi 

31 

131 

6.5 

13.2 

U3 

l,k92 

23 

30k 

35. k 

526 

636 

2k 

Arkansas 

k3 

550 

7.k 

15.5 

532 

6,2k6 

12 

186 

32.3 

2,663 

2,723 

1*7 

Louisiana 

21 

122 

7.0 

13.2 

10k 

1,373 

17 

22k 

kk.8 

615 

715 

21 

Oklahoma  : 

89 

690 

6.0 

15.8 

685 

10,623 

17 

269 

31.0 

3,355 

3,1*38 

72 

Texas 

5k9 

3,703 

8.0 

17.1* 

3,511 

61,091 

100 

1,7»»0 

30.6 

18, 69k 

19,226 

615 

South  Central 

859 

6,127 

8.0 

16.7 

5,835 

97,3'»0 

218 

3,»i79 

31.7 

30,688 

32,OkO 

691 

Montana  : 

16 

IkO 

8.8 

16.3 

131 

2,135 

12 

196 

3k.7 

7kl 

809 

13 

Idaho  3 

30 

183 

7.0 

17.3 

162 

3,1'»9 

6 

10k 

35. k 

1,115 

1,152 

2k 

Wyoailng 

18 

150 

16.7 

lk8 

2,k72 

7 

117 

33.1» 

826 

865 

13 

Colorado  : 

60 

723 

6.0 

17.6 

721 

12,690 

13 

229 

35.9 

k,556 

l*,638 

1*8 

lev  Mexico 

12 

68 

7.0 

17.1 

60 

1,026 

8 

137 

35.0 

359 

k07 

U 

Arltooa 

17 

98 

6.0 

17.8 

9k 

1,673 

8 

lk2 

35.1 

587 

637 

12 

Utah 

83 

1,971 

8.0 

19. k 

1,995 

38,703 

9 

175 

30.0 

11,611 

11,663 

k8 

BeTada 

3 

27 

20.0 

25 

500 

3 

60 

31.1* 

157 

176 

2 

Uaahington 

Ikk 

1,223 

7.5 

18.8 

1,19k 

22,k47 

11 

207 

30.5 

6,8k6 

6,909 

15a 

Oregon  : 

352 

2,13k 

6.8 

18.6 

2,171 

kO,38l 

U 

205 

29.7 

11,993 

12,05k 

269 

Callfomle  : 

l,'»9k 

10,933 

7.8 

18.7 

u,oka 

206,598 

55 

1,028 

31.0 

6k,0k5 

6k, 36k 

1,285 

Western 

£,229 

17,650 

7.6 

18.7 

17,769 

331,77k 

ll»3 

2,600 

31.0 

102,836 

103,67k 

1,903 

United  States 

5,822 

60,Wv6 

7.5 

16.7 

59,996  1 

,OOk,5k6 

715 

U,7k8 

33.6 

337,093 

3kl,176 

5,339 

Inclt^Llsg  BelteTllle  Small  Whites  and  other  breeds. 


U«  S,  Departmont  of  Agriculture 

Washington,  D,  C,-. 

OFFICBL  BU3INSSS 

BAE-PE3-164-4-53-  '^^^OO 
Permit  No.  lOC'l 


Penalty  for  private  use  to  avoid  pajTnent 
of  postage  ^300 
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Table  14.  -  Measures  of  e.t^g  production  efficiency  by  flock  size,  Indiana,  1950 


(D--ta  for  cover  _chart) 


Item 


Flock  size^  layers 
Und.r 
100 


:    200  and 
100-199    ;  over 


(i^)  Raw  i".t:.  fro::,  source  1/ 


Number  of  flocks  in  sample  :  15 

Average  number  of  layers  per  fleck  :  60 

Average  annuel  production  per  lay^-r,  eggs  116 


46 
129 
139 


24 


272 


M?.n-hours: 
Per  layer 

Per  100  eggs 


2.93 
2.53 

(E)  Conv;  riions  of  data 


2.3S 

1.71 


(1)  Productivity  per  100  man-hours 

Number  of  layers  tended 

Number  of  eggs  produced 

(2)  Conversion  of  data  to  percentage  of 

average 

Annual  production,  eggs  per  layer-^ 

Number  of  layers  tended  per 
lt"0  man-hours 

Number  of  eggs  produced  per 
100  man-hours 


34.1 
3,953 

82 
75 
62 


42,0 
5,S48 

98 
93 
91 


165 

1.51 

^92 

66.2 

10,870 

116 
146 
17® 


157 

142 


2.21 
1.56 


45.2 
6,410 


100 


100 


100 


1/  Hecht,  Reuben  W. ,  "Labor  and  Power  Used  for  Farm  Enterprises,  Indiana,  1930" 
F.  M.  100  BAE,  USDA,  December  1952,  p.  30. 


